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Sir: 

Applicants respectfully request review of the final rejection in the above-identified 
application. No amendments are being filed with this request. This request is being filed with a 
Notice of Appeal. The review is requested for the reasons stated in the below remarks. If any 
fees are required or if an overpayment is made, the Commissioner is authorized to debit or credit 
our Deposit Account No. 19-0733, accordingly. 

Remarks 

Having received and reviewed the final Office Action dated November 9, 2005, and the 
Advisory Action dated February 8, 2006, Applicants respectfully submit that the standing rejections 
are based on one or more clear errors, and that the appeal process can be avoided through a pre- 
appeal brief review as set forth in the Official Gazette notice of July 12, 2005. 

The pending rejections fail to address all the claim limitations, and exhibit clear factual 
error with respect to interpretation of the Smith reference (U.S. Pat. No. 6,772,139) and Fraenkel 
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reference (U.S. Pat. No. 6,151,622) as well as other cited references. The specific errors rehed 
upon in this Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review include the following: 

• The Office made a clear factual error in its analysis of the cited prior art. As argued in 
the Amendment and Response dated January 11, 2006 (page 6), and in the Amendment 
and Response dated August 31, 2005 (page 8), Smith fails to teach or suggest Applicants' 
claim 21 feature, "wherein the link relates a spot in a document page with an executable 
object." The Office equates an executable object with navigation to a target web page. 
However, this interpretation is clearly in error with respect to Applicants' original written 
description at page 3, lines 10-14. Navigation is not an execuatable object. The only 
execution in Smith is performed by a web browser, not a link. 

• The Office made another clear factual error in its analysis of the cited prior art. As 
argued in the Amendment and Response dated January 11, 2006 (pages 6-7), and in the 
Amendment and Response dated August 31, 2005 (pages 8-9), Smith fails to teach or 
suggest Applicants' claim 2 feature, "wherein the display format of the link is based upon 
an examination of the content of a target document associated wdth the Unk." 

• The Office made another clear factual error in its analysis of the cited prior art. As 
argued in the Amendment and Response dated January 11, 2006 (pages 7-8), and in the 
Amendment and Response dated August 31, 2005 (page 9), Smith fails to teach or 
suggest Applicants' claim 3 feature, "wherein the link has a property indicating the 
display update latency of the link." The cited portions of Smith describe that a link 
property may be updating, but clearly fail to show a property indicating the display 
update latency of a link. 

• The Office made another clear factual error in its analysis of the cited prior art. As 
argued in the Amendment and Response dated January 11, 2006 (page 8), and in the 
Amendment and Response dated August 31, 2005 (page 9), Smith fails to teach or 
suggest Applicants' claim 4 features. The cited portions of Smith fail to teach or suggest 
two links to a same document page. Smith only describes general navigation by links to 
different pages of an electronic document or websites. 
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• The Office has made a clear factual error in its interpretation of the Smith reference, e.g., as 
previously argued in the Amendment and Response dated January 11, 2006, page 9, first 
full paragraph with respect to Applicants' dependent claims 9, 12, and 13. 

• The Office has made a clear factual error in its interpretation of the Fraenkel reference, e.g., 
as previously argued in the Amendment and Response dated January 11, 2006, page 9, 
third full paragraph with respect to Applicants' dependent claim 6. 

While Applicants believe the above points represent the clearest errors made by the Office, 
Applicants reserve the right to appeal on other bases and errors. Applicants will address such issues 
on appeal should the appeal of this case proceed after the Office's consideration of this paper. 



All issues having been addressed, Applicants respectfully submit that the instant 
application is in condition for allowance, and respectfully solicit prompt notification of the same. 
However, if for any reason the review panel believes the application is not in condition for 
allowance or there are any questions, the review panel is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(202) 824-3155. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 
BANNER & WITCOFF, LTD. 



Dated: March 9, 2006 




John M.VFleming, Registration No. 56,536 
1001 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001-4597 
Tel: (202) 824-3000 
Fax: (202) 824-3001 
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